the scientific, legal, and clinical foundations of the Rorschach in forensic practice and Evans (2008) on the admissibility of the CS Rorschach). A positive outcome of this often-contentious debate has been an increase in research on the Rorschach, the best of which is well represented in the articles in this Special Section and the development of the R-PAS.
The Special Section opens with Joni Mihura's discussion of the role of the Rorschach in comprehensive multi-method psychological assessment, the core of good forensic practice. Her analysis cogently argues for the incremental validity of performance-based measures over and above self-report measures such as the MMPI. Her argument is significantly advanced by her rather modest reference to her groundbreaking metaanalysis of main Rorschach variables (Mihura, Meyer, Dumitrascu, & Bombel, 2012) , which forms the empirical backbone of the R-PAS. In this author's opinion, the meta-analysis by Mihura et al. (2012) is the most important empirical advance in Rorschach research since Exner's original publication of the CS (Exner, 1974) .
Next up is Gregory Meyer and Josh Eblin's systematic and thorough overview of the R-PAS, the newest Rorschach system and the only system other than the CS with a comprehensive and well-researched empirical base. This introduction to the R-PAS provides a summary of the evolution and scientific foundation of this exciting development in Rorschach assessment. The authors discuss the progress of the R-PAS beyond the CS and offer the R-PAS as the next generation, empirically supported Rorschach assessment. Their arguments are compelling and seasoned forensic psychologists should carefully consider the R-PAS for adoption based on empirical sturdiness.
With the scientific foundation of the R-PAS now well covered, what follows is Robert Erard's carefully reasoned article on the use of R-PAS for forensic consultation and expert testimony in psychological injury cases. Erard argues that the R-PAS more than meets admissibility standards when it is appropriately used. He provides clear guidelines on how to best represent the R-PAS's considerable value in forensic assessment in psychological injury. Erard cogently argues for the R-PAS as the next generation Rorschach system designed with strong empirical foundation necessary for admissibility as a forensic psychological assessment.
The fourth original article is this Special Section is Donald J. Viglione, Benjamin Towns, & Dawn Lindshield's review of the Rorschach's capability to assess post-traumatic conditions. Here, Viglione and his colleagues draw upon his vast knowledge of the empirical foundations of the Rorschach CS to provide a creative interplay between research and a conceptual understanding of how PTSD "lives" on the Rorschach. Their approach incorporates primarily CS based research, which is readily applicable to the R-PAS, and presents an "experience near" understanding of how the tortured inner world of the trauma survivor comes alive on the Rorschach.
The last article is the Special Section is the article by Khadivi and Evans, which offers their thoughts on the strengths and challenges of the R-PAS. This commentary is offered in the spirit of collaborative critique, which has spurred much thoughtful research leading to the growth of Rorschach assessment.
In closing, the Special Section on the Rorschach provides a comprehensive introduction to the exciting new developments in Rorschach assessment that offers the forensic psychological assessor with a complementary strategy to selfreport inventories.
Though not yet proven in the forensic arena, the R-PAS is an exciting development in both clinical and forensic practice and offers psychological injury assessors an additional strategy in providing comprehensive, multimethod assessment.
